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CITYOf NAPA
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March 7, 2007 Code Enforcement
Phone: (707) 257-9646

Cathy Creswell, Deputy Director HOUS!NG POLICY
Department of Housing and Community Development DEVELOPMENT HCD
Division of Housing Policy Development

PO Box 952053 MAR 09 2007

Sacramento, CA 94252-2053
Re: Submittal, March, 2007 Annual Housing Report
Dear Ms. Creswell:

We are pleased to provide you a copy of the City’s latest annual housing report outlining progress
in accomplishing various Housing Element Programs, discussed by the City Council last evening.

This last year has seen a wide variety of new housing under construction within the city, and
progress in other addressing other housing programs.

Very truly yours,

Scott Klingbeil
Planning Manager

Cc: Don Thomas

Enclosure

March 6, 2007 City Council Residential Building Activity Report and Annual Housing Evaluation






AGENDA ITEM NO. 14a

Records File #:

Retention:

(City Clerk’s Use Cnly)

NAPA CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA SUMMARY REPORT
March 6, 2007

SUBJECT:
2006 Development Activity Report and Annual Housing Element Update (PL. 07-0001)

ORIGINATED BY:
Planning Division, Community Development Department

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The following reports identify how the City is progressing in implementing Housing Element goals and
objectives. The first part summarizes residential building activity during 2006, including pending
applications, projects approved and building permits issued including a breakout of new affordable housing.

The second part is the Annual Housing Element Evaluation for 2006. it provides a review of each Housing
Element program,.

1. Residential Building Activity in 2006

Building Permits (Attachment)

The City Council has asked that staff periodically monitor housing activity. Total residential building permits
issued in 2006 was 220 units: lower than the General Plan average of 304 units/year. This level of activity
is not unusual, in 6 of the past 10 years, the City has issued fewer than 250 building permits.

Last year's residential building permits include a variety of new housing types in projects throughout the city:
* 78 single family homes at Napa Terrace (21 units); Anderson (Oak Leaf) (18) and several smaller
subdivisions;
» 42 single family attached units at Appella on California Bivd (36) as well as Sheveland Ranch 4)
and The Creek on Clay Street (2 units)
* 5 accessory second units, including 3 in the new Oak Leaf subdivision.
* 95 apartment units- 51 at Sheveland Ranch and all 44 units at Hawthorne 1 on Solano Avenue.

Of these totals, 2 units at Appella, the 5 accessory second units and all 95 apartments are considered to be
affordable units (46% of total units) Affordable housing includes units that can be rented or purchased by
households earning moderate incomes or less.

Projects Under Construction with added permits to be issued (Table 1)

Several projects under construction will continue to build out over the next year, pulling additional building
permits. These projects include Sheveland Ranch off South Jefferson, Hidden Glen north of Coombsville
Rd, four Terrace-Shurtieff subdivisions and other smalter singie family projects; totaling up to 194 wnits.
There are 82 remaining single family attached units at Sheveland Ranch; and up to 110 single family homes
at Hidden Glen, Oak Leaf, Terrace Drive Estates and 9 other subdivisions. Sheveland may build out its

remaining units this year while Hidden Glen is expected to build out its remaining 27 lots over a period of
several years.

Within this group, only the 2 accessory second units at Oak Leaf are considered affordable.



Approved Projects (Table 2)

There are another 471 units in 40 approved projects throughout the city. Some of these developments can
be expected to pull building permits next year. These projects inciude many small to medium size single
family subdivisions and the Hussey and Carmel subdivisions. They also include two apartments at Sciambra
Bakery and Golden Gate Village; the Napa Creek and River Park condominium projects; and the Channel
Riverfront mixed use project on Main Street. Timing of building penmit activity depends on several factors:
market conditions and how fast financing is secured; how fast various final maps, improvement plans and
building permits are submitted and reviewed; and whether projects are phased. Larger projects (fike
Sheveland Ranch or Hussey) are typically phased over a period of more than one year.  The Channel
Riverfront project must also be coordinated with the Flood Project and is not expected to pull permits in
2007. In some instances projects receive approvals but do not proceed. Once construction is underway,
single family homes typically take about 6 months, and apartments 12 months to complete. Projects often
take 2 or more years from approval dates to be completed.

Affordable unit subtotals include all apartment units, restricted below market condominium units, and
accessory second units. Of the total approved units, at least 93 or 20% are expected to be affordable to
moderate, low or very low income households. The number of affordable units at Channe! Riverfront will
depend on whether that development ends up including apariments or condominiums.

Note that while the Gasser Master Plan Zoning was approved in 2006, residential units there will need
added subdivision andfor design review permits before development can occur, thus it is listed separately.

Pending Applications (Table 3)
The largest pending project is an expansion of the Meadows. There are also 4 medium size condominium
projects on multi family sites. Timing of their construction (if approved) is more difficult to predict. Pending

projects, particularly larger ones, often change through the planning process, and some may be withdrawn
or denied.

Projects Comparison with 2005 2005 (units) 2006 (units)
Under Construction with added permits to be issued 228 194
Approved Projects not yet under construction 410 467
Pending Projects 263" 2186

*excluding Gasser Residential which was a zoning approval only

“Even Rate of Growth” and Devefopment Activity.

The City's 2006 cumulative building permit totals stay well within the City's “even rate of growth” pace.
General Plan projections, developed in April, 1994, projected another 7,840 homes by 2020, which is an
average of 304 units per year (or 3,849 units in the 12-2/3 years since April, 1994). Since April, 1994, the
City has issued an estimated 3,422 residential building permits. (-427 less than the General Plan average).
The building permit table shows that since 1994, there have been only 2 years when fotal residential
development has exceeded 300 units per year.

2. The Annual Housing Element Evaluation for 2006 outlines progress the City has made in
accomplishing policies in the City's Housing Element. This is a report required by the State Depariment of
Housing and Community Development and describes progress in carrying out programs recommended in
the Housing Element; and the City/County Housing Agreement. A notable achievement in early 2005 was

the amendment of City and County Housing Elements enabling the County to obtain a certified Housing
Element. :

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None



CEQA DETERMINATION:

_X Exempt __ EIR Prepared
__ Negative Declaration prepared
...._Previous CEQA document; no additional review required

DOCUMENTS ATTACHED:

Tables 1-3 Under Construction, Approved and Pending Residential Developments
Building Permit Activity Table
Annual Housing Element Evaluation

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED:
For information; no action required.

PRIMARY PARTIES NOTIFIED: Former Housing Advisory Committee members






TABLE 1

RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION
WITH ADDITIONAL BUILDING PERMITS REMAINING

Greyslone Estates (Cardwell Ct.)
Dorothy Court, 2089 Lone Oak
Hidden Glen, off Coombsville Rd
Johnson, 3220 Browns Valley Rd
Sheveland Ranch, Sheveland Ln
Forest Drive, Forest Drive

Napa Terrace, Silverado

Terrace Drive Estates, Terrace
Anderson Subdivision, Wyaf{
Best Resuits, Trower Ave.
Christensen, Big Ranch
Craftsman Court, Linda Vista
Trestle Grove, Main St.

TOTALS:

Estimated building permits
remaining to be issued

9 single family detached (sf)
5sf

27 sf

1sf

82 single family attached (sfa)*
3sf

5 sf

18 sf (just starling construction)
27 sf plus 2 accessory second units
2sf

8 sf

2sf

3sf

194

Affordable subtotat

2 second units

110 single family, 82 single family attached, 2 second units
Total=194 units

*Sheveland Ranch has included 6 ownership units affordable to moderate income



TABLE 2

APPROVED RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS
NOT YET UNDER CONSTRUCTION IN EARLY 2007

Pre-2005 approvals Affordabie
Stanly Ranch Vineyards, Stanly L.n 18 single family (sf) Subtotal
Bradiey, West F 1 sf
Clark St, 1036 Clark 2sf
Lincoln Grove, 2116 Lincoln 3sf
Lincoln Grove H, 2106 Lincoin 3sf
Brauning, 1639 E Streel 3 sf (near construction)

Tekaat, 3552 Linda Visia 3 sf

Sciambra Mixed Use, Freeway Dr. 23 apartments 23
Darling Estates II, Darling St. 2 sf

{ittte Glenn, Coombsville 4 sf

Eugenio, 2212 Trower 2sf .

Metaxes Duplexes, Brown 4 duplex units 4
Forcier, 2154 Pueblo 1sf

Glover/Wilkins, 2103 Wilkins 1sf

Approved 2005-Jan, 2007
Napa Valley 8, 4063 Jefferson
Napa Creek Condos, 2662 First

8 sf (near construction)
26 single fam. attached (sfa} & 21 second unils 3 + 21

Golden Gate Village, 2431 Imola 17 condominium townhomes 3
Jasna Commons, 229 Walnut 7 sfa, 1 apt. above commercial 1
Channel Riverfront MU, Main St. 50 condos or apariments 5-50
O'Reilly, 1025-27 Saratoga [-0- net increase- 3 sf but removed 3 existing sf]
Wojtkowiak, 2530 Redwood 1 net sf. {2 sf but removed 1 house)

Accessory second unit, Montecito 1 accessory second unit 1
Merlonghi accessory unit, Partrick 1 accessory second unit 1
L.os Robles, Robles Dr. 4 add’ sf

Hussey Ranch, Partrick 72 sf 8
River Park Townhomes, So. Jeff. 54 sfa 5
Carmel Subdivision, Carmei Dr. 43 sf with 15 accessory second units 15
West F Subdivision 19 sf (near construction)

York Subdivision, A Sireet 4 sf (near construction)

Coffield, Coffield Dr. 10 sf

Hinton accessory second unit, E St. 1 second unit 1
Cecile Court, Lloyd Drive 5 net sf (6 but removed 1 house)

Juanita Street 5sf

Foothill Estates, Old Sonoma Rd. 10 sf

Meritage, La Homa 4 sf

Reid, Borretie Ln. ‘ 4 sf

Branagan Duplex, Lone Oak 2 duplex units 2
O'Doul, Linda Vista 9 add’l sf (3 existing homes)

Triesie, El Nido 1 add’l sf

Paradise/Central PM, Central

TOTALS:

2 add' sf {1 existing house)

245 single family detached, 87 single family altached, 47 duplex or
apariment units, 50 apartments or condominiums, 38 accessory granny
units= 487 units of which at least 93 are affordable

Note: The Gasser Master Plan Zoning was recently approved including 380-500 apartments or condos plus 24
transitional units. Design review andfor subdivision approvals will be submitted in the future.



TABLE 3

PENDING APPLICATIONS

PENDING APPLICATIONS

Goehring, 3547 Lowrey Ct.
Eastiside Reservoir Estates, Holly
Silverado Glen, 1802 Silverado -
Creek Court Townhomes, First St.
2053 West Pueblo PM
Pear Tree Terrace East
Pear TreeTerrace West
Modral Subd., Los Robles
De Laat Townhomes, Salvador
Silverado Villa, Villa Lane
Darter PM, Lone Oak
Khan/Michael PM, Jefferson
Browns Valley Courl @ Laurel
1028 McCormick
Accessory second unit, Almond
The Meadows Expansion

So. Jefferson
East View Estates, Monte Vista
Hurtado PM, Terrace
Jebhovah Witn. Minister Hsg, Wise Dr
Freeway Drive Townhomes
Redwood Duets
Byway East Subdivision

TOTALS

-

1 single family (sf) + 1 accessory second unit
3sf
4 sf
56 single family attached (sfa) townhomes & flats
1 added sf
40 sfa townhomes
38 sfa townhomes
5 add’l sf (net new; 1 existing house)
4 sfa townhomes
20 sfa condos
1 add'l sf
1 add'l sf (exist house to be removed)
9 sfa townhomes
1 sf
1 accessory second unit
60 new senior assisted living units;
Remodel 65 existing apts. into 39 larger apts.: -21 senior apts.
6 sf
1 sf
2 sf
18 sfa townhomes
34 sfa duets
8 sfa

26 single family; 149 single family attached; 2 accessory second
units; 60 senior assisted living; [-21 senior apts_]= 216 units

Affordable subtotals wilt be identified upon project approvals; give project types totals may be less than

15%.

There are aiso two pending applications for Condomintum Conversions of existing apartments {no net

new units)

Marina Visia, 1003 Marina 38 units
Cadillac Flats, 234 Soscol 42 units
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CITY OF NAPA
ANNUAL HOUSING ELEMENT REVIEW (2006)

The City's Housing Element was adopted December 4, 2001 and certified by the
State Department of Housing and Community Development on March 26, 2002.
It established a number of specific programs that need to be accomplished in the
1999-mid 2007 time frame. (The time frame was adjusted by the State from
2006 to 2007) Recognizing limited staff and budget resources, substantial

progress has been made by 2006 on many Housing programs as described in
the following summary.

The City’s Housing Element was amended on February 1, 2005 to incorporate a
portion of the County’s regional “Fair Share” housing need. The Amendment
was certified by the State on April 14, 2005. A second Housing Element
Amendment modifying the City's Condominium Conversion program was
adopted on June 7, 2005. The summary lists current Housing Element
programs, followed by a brief evaluation of each.

Goal 1: A Vital and Diverse Community.

H-1.A Multi Family Densities. The City shall reconsider General Plan Multi Family pod density
ranges for potential increases up to 40 units per acre where possible (e.g., where traffic
conditions, parks and other services wouid be adequate; and/or near transit stops and other
services), andfor on key sites/areas already designated multi family or mixed use.

Responsibility:  Planning Department

Financing: Staff time

Objectives: General Plan Amendment to increase Multi Family densily ranges

Time Frame: 2004

Evaluation: Not Compieted. While all Mixed Use pods have multi family density

ranges of up to 40 units per acre, Multi-Family Residential pods have
varying density ranges based on their infill context. In general these
density ranges have been considered to be appropriate, particularly since
the 2001 Housing Element adoption raised the low end of alf mulii family
density ranges to the mid point. No overall program to revise these
density ranges has occurred, although recent State Law changes have
increased the potential for density honuses. During 2004, the Council
adopted a General Plan Amendment to permit an increase in residential
multi family densities up to 45 units per acre in Downtown if certain
criteria are met. Staff anticipates that selective density increases on
remaining vacant or underutilized Multi Family sites are likely with the
next Housing Element update {08-09).

H-1.B Land Use Designations. The City shall reconsider larger parcel land use designations in

the Golden Gate Drive area for potential increases in single family densities and additional multi
family use.

Responsibility:  Planning Department
Fimancing: Staff and consuftant time to develop Specific Plan
Objectives: Adopt Specific Plan (or similar planning effort)



Time Frame:

Evaluation:

2004-5

Not yet timely; any consideration of higher densities in this area is
expected to be part of a Master Plan {(or Specific Plan). The Golden Gate
area was added fo the City’s Sphere of Influence by LAFCO on June 6,
2005 (Resolution 05-15) after a 5 year LAFCO study. The Sphere change
needed to occur before any annexation application. In mid 2006, the
major property owners filed an annexation application which is pending.
The area is zoned Master Plan, which requires a Master Plan (or a similar
Specific Plan effort) prior to development. Funding for the Specific Plan
is anticipated from the applicant. It is noted that the Housing Element
has assumed the Golden Gate area is a longer term housing site, beyond
the 2007 time frame of this Housing Element.

H-1.C Senior Projects. To provide for wise use of land resources, the City shall require a
market analysis when new senior projects over 10 units in size are proposed fo identify the ability
of these projects to meet local area needs. The City may then consider action or policy to
discourage such projects when they are not responsive to local needs, and as an alternative,
emphasize workforce and family based housing.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objective:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Department

Private sources as part of development review

Evaluate need for added senior housing, given limited land supply
As projects are submitted '

No market rate senior project applications on new sites were submitted in
2006 (or since Housing Element adoption.)

H-1.D Density Bonus Revisions. The City shall continue to permit increases in density above
the maximum general plan and zoning density ranges consistent with state law (Govt Code
65915) and the City's local ordinance. The local density bonus ordinance shall be amended as
necessary for consistency with State law.,

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objeclives:
Time Frame:;

Evaluation;

Planning Department and City Atforney
Staff time

Modify density bonus ordinance

2002 as part of Zoning Ordinance update

Partly Completed. The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update
adopted by the Council August 12, 2003 incorporated revised density
bonus provisions consistent with State law. {ZO Section 17.52.130)

However, in January, 2005 the State revised the density bonus law; a draft
local ordinance has been prepared consistent with these revisions. As no
further changes to this section of State law occurred in 2006, staff
expects to take the revisions to Councit for adoption in 2007.

H-1.E Densily Bonus for Multi Family. The density bonus ordinance shall be amended to
incorporate language that specifies the amount of the bonus which may be provided in multi famity
zone districts for qualifying projects defined in H-1.6.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Obyjeclives:
Time Frame:

Planning Department and City Attorney

Staff Time

Specific Revision to Density bonus ordinance
2002 as part of Zoning Ordinance update



Evaluation:

Completed. See H-1.D. The H-1.6 provisions are found in Section
17.52.130 D.1.g.

H-1.F Market Analysis. The City shall focus housing and employment development efforts by
preparing a study which analyzes recent and anticipated types, numbers and incomes of jobs by

industry, sets up an ongoing monitoring program, and develops strategies to further address
housing and jobs linkages.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

City Manager and Redevelopment Agency
General Fund

Improve focus of housing and employment development efforts
2004

Not completed. As part of the County General Plan update, the County
conducted a south county-wide Industrial Development analysis to
determine how much industrial fand is needed for future development.
Resuits showed that, while countywide industrial fand is expected to be
sufficient for long term needs, the city has a very limited supply of
remaining industrial lands.

H-1.G Job impact Analysis. The Cily shall analyze the impact of major non-residential
development proposals on increased housing demand and may require mitigation measures
(above inclusionary requirements) to provide better housing and jobs balance in the City of Napa.

Responsibifity:
Financing:
Objective:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Department

Staff Time; private impact analyses
Heightened link between jobs and housing
As Major Projects are reviewed

Job impact analyses are intended to be conducted as major projects are
reviewed. To respond to jobs/housing concerns, the 346 room Napa
Resort and Spa approval in 2002 included an 18 room employee housing
dormitory as part of the project. In addition, that project witl pay
inclusionary fees for the entire square footage of the project. Further, the
Resort operator proposed to conduct recruitments to hire local resident
empioyees for the resort. This hotel project is still active. The Channel
Riverfront project, which includes 76,000 sq. ft. of commercial and office
uses also includes 50 residential units, 5 of which are inclusionary units
to be affordable to moderate and lower income employees of the
development. The Gasser Master Plan zoning also deliberately included
a mix of residential and nonresidential uses.

Other pending nonresidential projects have either been smaller or are low
intensity industrial use buildings.

H-1.H Working at Home. The zoning ordinance update shall review home occupation
provisions to determine whether more flexibility can be provided in standards for home
occupations, and to add the possibility for live/work projects.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Pilanning Depariment and City Atforney

Staff Time

Specific Revision to Density bonus ordinance
2002 as part of Zoning Ordinance update



Evatuation:

Completed. The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update adopted by
the Council August 12, 2003 incorporated greater space flexibility for
home occupations, and provisions for livefwork projects. (Section
17.52.240)

In September, 2005 the Council approved Jasna Commons, a mixed use
project on Walnut 5t. inciuding 2 live/work units, 5 attached single family
units, and a second floor unit above a first fioor commercial use, and
interest in other live-work projects is anticipated.

H-1.1 Employee Housing. The City shall, during review of major projecis in mixed use areas,
encourage project developers to consider and propose housing if feasible.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Depariment

Staff Time

Provision of residential/non residential mixed use as feasible
As projects are proposed

Ongoing. In addition to projected noted in H-1.G, the Sciambra Bakery
expansion approved in 2003 in the new-since-2000 Mixed Use “Pod 475"
was encouraged to include muiti family residential as part of the project
and did so. This approved project includes 23 apartments on 1.04 acres
of the 1.7 acre site.

As noted in H-1.G, the Gasser Master Plan site, a major mixed use site,
incorporates housing and vertical mixed uses on portions of the site.

Further, concept plans for the proposed Soscol multi modal transit center
includes residential, retail and office uses.

H-1.J Housing Sites Study. The City shall initiate a Housing Sites study which, in part, shall
review whether any surplus or pofentially surplus institutional lands are appropriate for
residential/non residential mixed use development andfor affordable housing.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Housing Authority, Planning Department, Redevelopment Agency
Staff time, General or Redevelopment Funds

Completion of Housing Sites analysis for surplus or potentiafly surplus
institutional lands ‘
2004 {Also see related program H-2.D)

Objectives generally met. The City has undertaken studies and taken
other steps to identify appropriate surplus lands for residential
uses/affordable housing throughout the City.

The Downtown Napa Mixed Use and Residential Infill Development
Strategy identified and evaluated opportunity sites in the Downtown for
residential, some of which are potentially surplus institutional lands.

The Tannery Bend Development and Design standards also reviewed
sites and developed standards to facilitate residential mixed use
development in that neighborhood, including certain surpius lands

owned by the Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District.

In 2004, the Napa Valley Unified School District sold a surpius school site
in the Browns Valley neighborhood. The City had previously designated



this site as an :AH Affordable Housing site, which requires that 40% of
new units in any future subdivision include accessory second units. The

Carmel subdivision, which incorporated 15 second units, was approved
in January, 2007.

In addition, Soscof Gateway Implementation Plan efforts in 2005 -
developed a residential mixed use Transit Center Concept; worked with
Expo representatives regarding a mixed use General Plan Amendment for
a portion of the Expo site adjacent to the Transit Center site which is
currently underway, consistent with Expo Board concept plans, and

developed infrastructure improvements to facilitate residential mixed
uses in the Soscol area.

Goal 2: Housing Types and Choices

H-2.A Zoning Incentives for Mixed Use. The Zoning Ordinance update shall review and
provide for height limit bonuses up to 6 stories Downtown and 4 stories elsewhere and shared
parking standards for well designed mixed use projects that mitigate impacts and incorporate
substantial residential uses. Density bonuses shall also be provided for qualifying projects in
accordance with State Government Code 65915.

Responsibility: Planning Depariment and City Attorney

Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Staff Time

Specific Revision to Densily bonus ordinance; 30 residential {mixed use} units
2002 as part of Zoning Ordinance updaie

Completed. The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update adopted by the
Council August 12, 2003 incorporated the zoning incentives for mixed use
described in H-2.A. (Sections 17.52.210 Height Bonus; 17.52.130 Density
Bonus; 17.54.080 Shared Parking) The Height Bonus

The Soscel Gateway Implementation Plan is recommending policy and
standards changes currently under review to facilitate residential mixed use
on and near a proposed intermodal transit center.

The Gasser Master Plan zoning approved in late 2006 aliows for 4 story
heights in the residential portion of the site and higher height limits for
residential mixed use in the “Tulocay Place” master plan district.

H-2.B Reduce Disincentives. The City shall review Public Works, Building and Fire standards
1o reduce or eliminale disincentives to mixed use development.

Responsibility:  Planning Department

Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Staff Time

Report recommending mixed use standards.
2003

While this specific study has not been completed, other studies have
resuited in modifications to zoning standards to “reduce disincentives” to
mixed use:

* The Redevelopment Agency, in conjunction with Planning and other
City Departments, adopted a Mixed Use Strategy for Downtown area
development in 2004. The Strategy reduced parking standards and
increased densities to facilitate Residential Mixed Use Downtown.



= The Tannery Bend Development and Design Guidelines were
adopted in 2004 for the Tannery Bend Mixed Use “Pod 489”. That
document and related zoning standards were developed specifically
to facilitate residential mixed uses in this area.

* Further, Soscol Implementation Plan policy and standards changes
and financing mechanism tools are currently under review to
eliminate disincentives to residential mixed use development in the
Soscol Area.

H-2.C Rezone Multi Family Sites. The City shall immediately rezone all sites designated “Multi

Family Residential” in the General Plan to a consistent "Multi Family Residential” zoning district.
{SEE APPENDIX A)

Responsibility: Planning Department and City Attorney

Financing: Staff Time .

Objectives: Rezone all multi family sites to the Muiti Family Zoning District
Time Frame:  concurrently with Housing Element (2001} '

Evaluation:  Completed. A new Multi Family Residential Zoning District, and rezoning of
Multi Family sites to this District was adopted December 4, 2001. The
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update later adopted by the Council
August 12, 2003 reformatted and incorporated the 2001 Muiti Family
District. See Housing Element Appendix A for a listing of multi family sites.

H-2.D Multi Family Sites Study. The City shall initiate a Multi Family sites study to identify other
appropriate sites for muiti family use. Criteria shall include proximity o transit and/or services,
environmental site constraints, and neighborhood “fair share”.

Responsibility:  Housing Authority, Planning Department and Redevelopment Agency

Financing: Staff Time, General or Redeveloprent Funds

Objectives: Completion of Sites study for future General Plan Amendment

Time Frame: Sites study: 2004; General Plan Amendment folfowup 2005.

Evaluation: A general “added sites” study has not been initiated due to budget and

staffing constraints, with Mixed Use area studies (Downtown, Tannery,
Soscol} and the “cleanup” in H-2.E below receiving priority. However, the
Sciambra Bakery Freeway Drive site and the Magnolia Apartments site on
Shurtleff are new mixed use or muiti family sites near transit redesignated
since 2003. An added General Plan Amendment approved in September,
2005 redesignated 3 parcels on Valle Verde Drive from single family to
Multi Family Residential.

H-2.E “Clean up” Multi Family Redesignations. The City shall identify sites which were
previously designated Multi Family, have been developed largely with multi famity uses and make
sense o redesignate Multi Family with a “cleanup” General Plan Amendment. Such
redesignations would eliminate numerous nonconforming use situations and provide modest
added potential on remaining vacant or underutilized lots in these areas. The study shalt evaluate
the potential for additional “clean up” redesignations.

Responsibility:  Planning Depariment

Financing: Staff Time
Objectives: Additional Multi Family “cleanup” amendments

Time Frame: 2003



Evaluation:

Completed. Numerous sites previously designated and zoned Multi
Family and developed largely with multi family uses were identified
during the detailed Zoning Ordinance review and were re-designated
back to Multi Family Residential (A General Plan Amendment) and
rezoned as part of the Zoning Ordinance Update package adopted August
12, 2003. This redesignation/rezoning involved 15 areas affecting
approximately 210 properties and 4 condominium projects.

H-2.F New Rental Units. The City Housing Authority shall construct or assist construction of
new affordable rental units for very low and low income renter households.

Responsibility:

Financing:

Objectives:

Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Housing Authority, Redevelopment Agency, private developers and non profif
agencies including Napa Valley Community Housing and BRIDGE Housing,
Progress Foundation

Possible sources of funding include: Redevelopment Agency tax increment set
aside and local housing trust fund, Inclusionary zoning and density bonus

program, Low income Housing Tax Credit Program, HOME Rental Construction
Program. '

236 units of affordable very fow or low income rental housing for
families/households.

1999-mid 2007

1999-2000: Completed 45 very low income units at Pecan Court, Schoof
House Court, Silverado Creek and Whistlestop Apts. Completed 113 fow
income units at Pecan Court, School House Court, Silverado Creek,
Whistlestop Apis. of which 79 unifs are credited to City and 34 to the County of
Napa

2000-2005: 100 rental units, 75 for very low income and 25 for low income
renter families/households.

2005-mid 2007: 30 units, 7 for very low income and 23 for low income renter
families/households.

Exceeding Objectives. The objective set was for 236 very low and low
income units; more than 431 very low or low income rental units have

been constructed or are under construction. Another 2 such units are
approved.

Three senior low and very low income projects totaling 310 units have
been approved since the year 2000 and are completed. They include The
Reserve (115 units), The Vintage (117 units} and Jefferson Street
Apartments (78 units). The Reserve includes 6 very low and 44 low

income units credited to County under State Government Code Section
65584.6.

In addition, the City has approved several other residential projects since
2000 that include 123-124 units restricted to low or very tow income
households; nearly all of these units have been constructed.
» LaHoma Viilage: inciudes 4 restricted very low/low income
apartments-—completed 2004.
* Lincoln Gardens: 3 apartments restricted to very low income
rents-—completed 2004.
*  Von UhlitMontrachet: 10 very low and 1¢ low income apartments—
apartments compieted 2004,

= Hawthorne Village: 10 very low and 10 low income apartments—
completed 2003.



= Pueblo Orchard: 15 low income single family attached rentals—
Completed 2005.

» Sheveland Ranch: 13-14 very low income and 14 low income
apartments—Utnder Construction 2005; all rental units under
construction as of 2006.

*»  Magnolia Park Townhomes: 6 very low and 22 low income
apartments (+ a managers unit)—completed 2005.

= The Grove: 1 low income apartment — completed 2005

» Sciambra apartments: 1 very low and 1 fow income apartment —
approved

» Hawthorne Village Il: 1 very low and 2 low income apartments —
under construction 2006

H-2.G New Ownership Units. The City Housing Authority shall construct or assist construction
of new affordable ownership units for first time low and moderate income homebuyers. This may
include Self-Help {where the future owner/resident provides labor toward the development of the
units and/or assists in sharing the cost of building the units) and Community-Help new Housing,
such as Habitat for Humanity, and provide incentives under the City Inclusionary Ordinance for
market-rate for sale developers to construct inclusionary for-sale units. in Self- or Community-
Help projects, city actions may include insuring site control or acquisition; selecting low income
families who could successfully participate in the development; and selecting and overseeing a
qualified contractor and/or construction sponsor who would supervise and manage construction.

Responsibility:
Financing:

Objectiveé:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Housing Authorily, Redevelopment Agency

Self Help Housing Program; Inclusionary Zoning Program; Land Banking
Program, Local Housing Trust Fund, HOME New Construction Program
75 units of low income ownership housing.

1999-mid 2007

1999-2000: Completed 10 low income units af Las Flores Court
2000-mid 2007: 65 units

Below Objectives. The objective set was 75 units. Eight projects
constructed or approved since 1999 will include 46 affordable ownership
units although most of these (33) are restricted to moderate income
households, given high housing prices and requirements of the City’s
inclusionary ordinance:
* Valley Oak Villas will include 6 units restricted to moderate income
homebuyers—Under construction 2005,
= The Von Uhlit/Montrachet project includes 8 units affordable to
moderate income homebuyers—Completed 2005.
= The Sheveland Ranch project includes 6 units restricted to
moderate income homebuyers—Under construction 2005; phased
construction centinuing 2007.
* The Napa Creek Condos will include 3 units restricted to moderate
income homebuyers—Approved 2005.
= The Appella Condos will include 2 low and 2 moderate income
units—Approved 2005 and under construction 2006.
Golden Gate Village: 1 very low and 2 low income townhomes —
approved 2005,

Hussey Subdivision: 8 moderate income single family detached
homes- approved 2006.



H-2.H Self-Help Ownership Rehabilitation. The City shall assist self-help or “sweat equity”
housing for first time low or moderate income homeowners through rehabilitation of existing units
who can demonstrate the ability to perform the required rehabilitation to City code standards

Responsibifity:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

. Housing Authority ‘

CDBG, HOME and inclusionary Funds
20 self-help ownership units
1999-2006

Below objective. No new units to date

H-2.I First Time Homebuyer Programs. The City shall expand home ownership opportunities
for low and rmoderale income first-time home buyers by using mortgage credit ceriificates
(MCCs), as available and the HOME and Redevelopment Down Payment Assistance Program,
the Section 8 Self Sufficiency Program, the Federal Home Loan Bank down payment program
(IDEA), and the State of California Calhome Program. MCC’s allow tax benefits of home
ownership to be used to help secure financing. Downpayment assistance granis are available
from a number of sources. An Outreach and Counseling Program helps prepare eligible
applicants for homeownership.

Responsibility:
Financing:

Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Housing Authority

Staff time, Mortgage Credit Certificate Program; HOME and Redevelopmeni
Down Payment Assistance program, Federal Home Bank Loan program,
Calhome program, and Outreach and Counseling Program

Assist 112 low income households to become first time homebuyers
1999-mid 2006

Met Objective: From FY 98-99 to FY 05-06, foans and Mortgage Credit
Certificates were provided to a total of 122 low income households. This
included: 98-99: 37 loans and 4 MCC’s; 99-00: 28 loans and 4 MCC’s; 00-
01: 11 loans; 01-02: 9 loans; 02-03: 10 loans; 04-05: 10 loans; 05-06 9
loans.

Morigage Credit Certificates were not available after 2001, however, the
Housing Authority has continued to administer the First Time Homebuyer
Down Payment Assistance Program using grant awards from the 2003
State HOME program and Program Income.

In addition to providing loans to low income households for home
purchase, the Housing Authority administers resales of current below
market rate ownership units for sale te low and moderate income first
time homebuyer households. Staff estimates that at least 15 homes have

been re-sold to qualifying households within the Housing Element time
frame.

H-2.J Identify Potential Acquisition Sites. The City shall locate sites for possible acquisition by
the City Housing Authorily, Redevelopment Agency and/ or an affordable housing developer for
affordable projects. The City may determine it is appropriate to lease land, rather than sell it.

Responsibility:
Financing:

Objectives:
Time Frame;

Housing Authority, Redevelopment Agency, Planning Depariment

City funding for staff time; acquisition funds from Redevelopment funds, City
General funds, Inclusionary fund or other sources.

Identify and acquire 3-4 sites for active efforts toward acquisition.

Actively work (and/or work with developers) to acquire sites by 2007.



Evaluation:

Met objective of identifying and acquiring 34 sites. The Housing Element
Appendix C {updated in 2003) identifies variocus sites suitable for
potential acquisition for affordable projects. In 2002, the Redevelopment
Agency set aside $400,000 for site acquisition. The Agency and Housing
Authority subsequently purchased a 5.37 acre site on Lincoln Avenue for
eventual development pending completion of the Flood Protection
Project. In addition, the City lent funds to Napa Valley Community
Housing to assist acquisition of a site in the Terrace Shurtteff
neighborhood for development of the Magnolia Apartments which were
compieted in 2005. The City/County Housing Agreement approved in
October, 2003 provided $900,000 from the County Housing Trust Fund in
2005 for infrastructure and site acquisitions, once the City’s Revised
Housing Element was certified by the State. These funds were received
in 2005 and will assist in added future site acquisitions. A combination of
City and County housing trust funds, and State HELP Program Funds
wejge loaned to Napa Valley Community housing fo purchase a 1.2 acre
site on Coombsville Road for a low income rental development. The
Housing Authority is also negotiating with the Napa County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District to acquire a 2.14 acre surplus site at
Coombs and Imola for development of an affordable rental development.

H-2.K Inclusionary Ordinance Amendment. The City shall review and modify the City’s
inclusionary ordinance by updating a nexus study enabling fee increases on non-residential
projects. This may be accomplished as a joint study and fee increase with Napa County. The
City may also consider changes to the ordinance to encourage on-site construction of affordable
units and/or the setting aside of land for affordable units if such changes are linked to sufficient
incentives that are provided by the city. .

Responsibility:
Financing:

Objeclives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Housing Authority, Cily Attorney
Costs to conduct Nexus Study (which may be shared jointly with County) from
Inclusionary Funds, Redevelopment Fund

Complete Nexus Study and Revised Ordinance Io implement Fee increases
2002

Partly complete. A two phase Nexus Study with the County of Napa was
completed by 2004, and the County revised its fees in 2004. (Phase 1
related to job counts; Phase 2, the Nexus Study update itself commenced
in 2003). The City Housing Authority will review the Nexus Study and

prepare appropriate amendments to City fees for City Council
consideration,

H-2.L Affordable Housing Overlay Zones. The City shall adopt a Housing Overlay Zone and
apply it to certain key sites as part of the Zoning Ordinance update. The Housing Overlay Zone
may, for example, specify that the City would notf accept a project below a certain density, or that
the city requires a high percentage (50-60%) affordable units on these sites.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Department, City Aftorney

Staff time

Revised Ordinance

2002 as part of Zoning Ordinance update.

Completed. As part of the Zoning Ordinance update and in consultation

with the City’s Housing Advisory Commiittee, an Affordable Housing
Overlay Zone was developed in 2002 and adopted 2003. Several larger
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flat sites throughout the city near services andlor transit were identified
to which the Overiay Zone would be applied.

The Overlay Zone is applied fo 3 low density sites (APN’s 7-045-05; 38-
100-16; 41-771-01). For these sites, the Overlay Zone requires that
development occur at the top end of the density range and that 40% of
the units on each site contain accessory second units. The recently

approved Carmel Subdivision on one of these sites includes 15 second
units.

The Overlay Zone is also applied to all or portions of six larger multi
family and mixed use sites. (APN’s 46-190-08 (portion); 44-204-01; 46-
211-05, 07, 08; 2-071-10; 44-314-15, 44-291-01, 02; 44-293-01, 02; and 43-
062-06 {portion)). On these sites, development must occur at the mid to

upper end of the density ranges and 20% of the units must be affordable
to low and very low income households.

While the fow density section and site rezonings occurred August 12,
2003 with the overall Zoning Ordinance, the Council asked for added
economic feasibility and design information prior to adopting the Multi
Family/Mixed Use sections of the Ordinance. The latter sections and
rezonings were adopted by the City Council on November 18, 2003.

H-2.M Long Term Affordability Agreements and Monitoring. The City shall continue to
implement long term agreements and/or deed restrictions with developers of affordable, density
bonus, or “special residential” projects, that govern their affordability, and monitor the continuing
affordability of such units. A summary of units currently restricted under City development
agreements has been prepared. {see Appendix B)

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objeclives:

Time Frame:

Evaluation:

City Housing Authority, City Attorney

Staff time

Approve long term affordability agreements for new units developed through the
Special Residential and density bonus programs, and other public financing,
and provide monitoring of these agreements

Agreements: as projects occur; Monitoring is an ongoing acfivity.

Meeting objective. Affordable housing agreements have been completed
since 2000 for The Vintage, The Reserve, Jefferson Street Apartments, La
Homa Village, the Von UhlittMontrachet project, Lincoln Gardens,
Hawthorne Village, Sheveland Ranch, Vailey Oak Villas, Pueblo Orchard,
Magnolia Apartments, The Grove and Appella Condominiums, typically
prior to building permit issuance. Agreements are pending for Hawthorne
il Apartments, Napa Creek and Golden Gate Village. Monitoring of all
affordable projects is ongoing.

H-2.N Alternative Energy Sources. The City shall encourage use of alternative energy sources
such as solar energy in new residential construction and implement energy efficiency in new
development and remodels/rehabifitation projects.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Planning and Buiiding Department
Staff time

Ongoing

Ongoing
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Evatuation:

Ongoing. The Building Department continues to require energy efficiency
in new construction consistent with State Title 24 energy use standards.
The City is also considering a “green” building ordinance.

Goal 3: Great Neighborhoods

H-3.A Design Process. The City shall use the design review process to insure that infill multi
family housing developments meet design principles. The City may also encourage project
designers to meel with neighbors during the early design stages of larger projects.

Responsibifity:

Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Commission, Planning Department

Staff time

Implement design objectives during project review
Ongoing

Ongoing. In 2002, as part of development of the City's new “Residential
Design Guidelines”, staff and a consultant preparing the Guidelines
worked with several multi family developers to assure that proposed new
projects would meet city design principles. This was a successful
collaboration that has resulted in improved residential project design. A
Building Design and Parking Standards (Guidelines) Committee is
reviewing and updating the residential and commercial building
standards and guidelines to identify any further improvements, as well as
criteria and fees for citizen appeals

A pre-application review process approved as part of the Guidelines is
ongoing, and has been formalized with descriptive handouts. Applicants

of infill projects are encouraged on a case by case basis to meet with
neighbors.

H-3.B Design Guidelines. The City shall develop more detailed design guidelines for multi
family and additional infill development throughout the City.

Responsibility:

Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame;

Evaluation:

Planning Department

General Fund for Consulfant services
Preparation of design guidelines
2002

Completed. The City hired Bruce Race of RACESTUDIO to assist
preparation of the “Residential Design Guidelines”. That community-
based process started in October, 2001 with community forums; final
Guidelines were unanimously recommended by the Planning
Commission on November 21, 2002 and adopted by the Councit in
January, 2003. Staff committed to refining the guidelines as needed. An
update to better address targe single family home design was adopted in
November, 2004. As noted in H-3.A above, an Committee is reviewing the
residential and commercial guidelines to identify whether any further
improvements can be made.

H-3.C Use of Planned Development Zoning. The City shall continue to use Planned

Development regulations to promote design ﬂexnb:hty for residential developments, particularly for
those located in unique settings.

12



Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Department

Development review :

Use Planned Development regulations in project review to promote design
flexibitity

Ongoing

Ongoing. The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update adopted August
12, 2003 continues to include a Planned Development Overlay District
allowing variations from zoning standards. The PD provisions provide
design flexibility and often used by larger projects in the City.

Program H-3.D. Street and Subdivision Design. The City shall study street standards for new
subdivisions to improve their pedestrian friendly quality and traffic calming features, and promote
internal consistency between the operating standards that are used by the Fire and Public Works
Departments and General Plan standards.

Respaonsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Public Works, 'P!anning Department, Fire Depariment
General Fund for Consultant services '

Provide “pedestrian friendly” street standards for subdivisions
2002

Partly compiete. Community Development staff has completed draft
street standards to assure internal consistency between Fire, General
Plan and Public Works standard specifications. The Street Standards
changes also include changes to related zoning sections: specifically the
“Pedestrian Friendly Street Standards” Section 17.52.360. The draft was
made available to a Street Standards Committee in late 2006 for review
prior to public release of the standards. Following Committee review the
draft changes will become available for public review in 2007.

H-3.E Housing Mix. The City shall establish baseline housing mix information by neighborhood,
and monitor and evaluate progress in achieving second unils, residential care facilities, shared
housing (to the extent it is regulated} and multi family uses in all residential and mixed use areas
of the city. Based on results of the review, additiona! strategies may be formulated to increase the

“fair share™ mix.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Department

Staff Time

Monitor and increase mix of housing throughout the City of Napa
Every 3 years

Objective Generally Met. A program that first establishes baseline
housing mix information, then seeks to increase the mix as described
above has not been developed. However, several programs have helped
accomplish the objective of increasing the mix of housing types
throughout the City:
* A 2003 “cleanup” General Plan Amendment (H-2.E) provided for an
increased mix of housing types throughout the City;
= The 2003 Zoning Ordinance incorporated the State-mandated
second unit legislation that provides a simple process to locate new
second units throughout the City; and
* The :AH Affordable Housing Overlay zones adopted in 2003 were
deliberately applied to sites throughout the City.
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= Two General Plan and zoning amendments were adopted in 2004 to
facilitate new residentia! mixed use housing Downtown (the
Downtown Mixed Use and Residential Infill Strategy) and in the
Tannery Bend area (the Tannery Bend Design and Development
Guidelines).

* Three other General Plan and corresponding zone changes
provided for new Mixed Use and multi family designations on sites
in three different city neighborheoods on sites that had been
designated “Public Serving” or single family.

= One other "Public Serving” site was redesignated Single Family
Residential with an affordable housing overlay requiring second
units on 40% of the lots.

» Recent and ongoing Soscol Implementation Plan work also aims to
increase the City’s housing mix by identifying and funding

infrastructure that will facilitate housing, particularly near a planned
transit center.

H-3.F New Second Units. The City shall encourage a substantial portion of units in new
subdivisions to include second units. The City shait work {o remove disincentives such as high

fees.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaiuation:

Planning Department

Private

70 units or 14 units/year to 2006 and fee reductions
End 2001 on

Exceeding objectives. While the objective was 70 units {or 14 unitsfyear)
from 2001 fo mid 2006, units approved tofat 94 units.

Valley Oak Villas, 29 second units were approved in 2002 (constructed).
Sheveland Ranch, 22 second units were approved in 2003 (constructed
or under construction

Napa Creek Condos, 21 second units approved in 2005

Anderson Suhdivision, 5 second units approved in 2005 (under
construction)

Mis’c additional from 2001 to 2006: 17 second units

In addition, from 1999 through 2001, the City approved 4 accessory
second units added to existing homes.

H-3.G Second Unit Standards. The City shall modify zoning requirements to eliminate the Use
Permit Requirement for second units, and will consider revisions to other City standards and fees
to eliminate obstacles {0 second unit creation. {e.g. eliminate whole house sprinkler requirements
for attached second units, and reduce fees considering their small sizes). See H-5.Ak for added

detail.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Department

Staff time

Revised Ordinance

As part of Zoning Ordinance update, 2002

Completed. The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update adopted by
the Councit August 12, 2003 incorporates process streamlining and other
revisions to Accessory second unit section of the Ordinance (17.52.020)
responding City Housing Element recommendations and later State law
requirements. The new section provides performance standards and
eliminates discretionary permits for accessory second units. These
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changes make it easier for new second units to be approved and
constructed. The 2003 Ordinance also provided greater size flexibility
than the earlier ordinance for accessory second units. Fee reductions
have not yet occurred and sprinkler requirements are unchanged.

H-3.H Amnesty Program. The City shall consider an amnesty program for illegal second units
where the City provides a period of time for owners of illegal units fo register their units and make
them legal, in exchange for property owners’ meeting specified health and safety standards.

Responsibility:  Building, Planning, Housing, Code Enforcement
Financing: General Fund

Objectives: Development and implementation of Amnesty Program-
Time Frame: By 2006

Evaluation: Not completed due to limited staffing and competing priorities.

H-3.1 Duplex and Triplex Standards. The City shall adopt Zoning Ordinance revisions,
including performance standards to encourage duplexes and friplexes in single family

designations that allow them. Performance standards shall address design and neighborhood
“fair share”.

Responsibility:  Planning Department

Financing: Staff time

Objectives: Revised Ordinance

Time Frame: As part of Zoning Ordinance update, 2002

Evaluation: Completed. The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update adopted by

' the Council August 12, 2003 allows duplexes and triplexes in alf Single
Family Infill and Traditional Residential Infill areas throughout the City as
prescribed by the General Plan. The newly adopted Residential Design
Guidelines provide guidance for design of new duplexes or triplexes.

H-3.J Duplex and Triplexes in Other Areas. The City shall consider a General Plan

Amendment {o allow occasional duplexes and/or triplexes in the Single Family Residential fand
use category.

Responsibility:  Planning Department
Financing: Staff time
Objectives: Plan Amendment
Time Frame: 2005

Evaluation: As of 2006, this General Plan Amendment has not béen developed.

H-3.K Rehabilitation Programs. The City shall continue to rehabilitate substandard residential
units for very low and low income renters and owners using available subsidies, in addition to

code enforcement. Inspection and reduction of lead-based paint hazards are part of the
rehabilitation efforts

Responsibility:  Housing Authority

Financing: Community Development Block Grant Rehabifitation Program for renters,
HOME Rehabilitation Program and code enforcement program enforcing
existing codes and health and safety regulations.

Objectives: Rehabilitate 75 substandard rental units for very-fow and low income famifies.
Rehabilitate 22 substandard rental units for very low and low income
seniors/disabled. Rehabilitate 112 units of substandard owner occupied
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housing for very fow and low income families. Rehabilifate 15 homebuyer units
acquired by first time homebuyers.
Time Frame: 1999-mid 2006

Evaluation: Below Objectives. From 1999 to mid 2006, homeowner rehabilitation
totaled 67 units and rental rehabilitation totaled 43 units. Homeowner
unit breakdown included: 98-99: 14 units. 99-00: 8 units. 00-061: 10
units. '
01-02: 9 units. 02-03: 6 units. 03-04: 7 units. 04-05: 7 units.
05-06: 6 units.

The rental rehabilitation unit breakdown included: 98-99: 14 units.
99-00: O units. 00-01: 9 units. 01-02: 12 units. 02-03: 6 units. 03-04: 1
unit. 04-05: 1 unit. 05-06: 0 units.

H-3.L Christmas in April Repairs. The City shall continue to organize and promote the

“Christmas in April” program to assist primarily low income senior and disabled owner households
with needed home repairs

Responsibility:  Housing Authority

Financing: Staff fime, private sources

Objeclives: Provide needed repairs fo 45 homes (6 units/year)
Time Frame: 1999-mid 2007

Evaluation: Met Objective. In the 8 years from 1999 through 20608, City unit repairs
through the “Christmas in April” program have totaled 50 units or more
than 6 units per year. 1999: 5 units. 2000: 10 units. 2001: 6 units.
2002: 6 units. 2003: 9 units. 2004: 7 units. 2005: 6 units. 2006: 1 unit.
Unfortunately, this private program may be ending.

H-3.M Code Enforcement. The City shali continue and strengthen code enforcement of the
Housing, Eieclrical, Fire Prevention Codes and Health and Safety Regulations by appropriate City
departments. Code enforcement efforts should be proactive, as well as reactive in targeting
specific problem sites or areas.

Responsibility:  Building Department, Fire Department (Code Enforcement)
Financing: City funds

Objective: Improve community health and safety
Time Frame: Ongoing
Evaluation: Ongoing. Due to severe budget constraints 2005-2007, the City reduced

code enforcement from a full time Code Enforcement Officer and Code
Enforcement Assistant to one full time Officer. Limited part time
assistance was approved for FY 06-07 only. Given the 2,000+ calls
received annually, staff responds based on complaints, with life/safety
enforcement receiving highest priority.

However, in 2006 the Code Enforcement Division proposed and the City
Councit adopted a revised Code Enforcement Ordinance to streamline
code enforcement procedures city-wide. Augmentation of the Code
Enforcement Division is a recognized priority for the 07-09 budget period.

H-3-N “Clean Up”. As the need arises and funding permits, the City should initiate use of inter-
departmental “strike teams” to clean up areas of the City of Napa.
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Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Interdepartmental

Substantial staff time

“Cleanup” of neighborhoods experiencing deterioration
As needed and as funding permits

No “neighborhood clean up” activities occurred during 2006.

H-3-O Historic Area Process. The City shall encourage maintenance and preservation of
historic homes and structures through Historic Preservation policies, ordinances and design

guidelines.
Responsibifity:
Financing:
Objective:

Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Department, Cultural Heritage Commission

City funds

Provide information to public on appropriate historic remodel techniques;
enforce through Cultural Heritage Commission Certificates of Appropriateness
Ongoing

Ongoing. The City adopted design guidelines in 1998 applicable to
rehabilitation/remodels of buildings on the City’s historic preservation
inventory; copies are available at the Planning Department. Staff and the
Cultural Heritage Commission enforce the City's Historic Preservation
Ordinance, policies and design guidelines as projects occur. The Soscol
Redevelopment Project Area Draft EIR includes a new survey of historic
properties in that area that will augment the city’s ability to address
historic properties.

H-3.P Energy Conservation Programs. The City shali promote and encourage use of energy
conservation programs, particularly those which rehabilitate low income homes for energy
efficiency and provide subsidies for energy costs. in 2001, the California Human Development
Corporation in Rohnert Park runs a “weatherization™ program for low income households;
additional programs may be forthcoming with recent increases in energy costs.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Housing Authority in coordination with CHDC
Staff Time, Federal and State grants
Weatherize 100 units

Ongoing

Met Objective. The Housing Authority does not currently have a separate
“weatherization” program. However, as part of every owner and rental
rehab project (110 units rehabilitated 1999-mid 2006), energy efficiency is
evaluated as being adequate or substandard. Eligible energy
improvement activities include the installation of double-pane windows,
insulated doors, attic/wall/floor insulation and energy efficient heating
and air conditioning systems. 22 units were rehabilitated in the last 30
months to mid 2006

H-3.Q Transportation Element Amendments. The City shali propose a stronger General Plan

policy or policies and implementation program(s) to strengthen concurrency of development with
infrastruclure, especially streets and public transportation.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Public Works Department
Staff time

General Plan Amendment
2001
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Evaluation:

General Plan changes are not proposed; however, City staff is paying
close attention to concurrency during private development review.

H-3.R Capital Improvement Programs. The City shall continue to use the City's Capital
improvement Program funds and CDBG community development funds to a limited extent to
assist in neighborhood improvement efforts. In recent years, the City has focused such CDBG

community development expenditures on sidewalk improvements and has provided funds for an
ADA playground at Fuller Park.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

CIP: City Manager, Public Works and Planning Departments; CDBG: Parks
and Recreation Department (CDBG Frogram Administrator)

Capital Improvement Funds from General Fund; CDBG annual alfocations other
local, state and federal sources

Improvement of neighborhood quality through specific improvements as
outlined in CIP and CDBG Consolidaled Plan.

CIP and CDBG annual reviews

Meeting Objective. In 2002-03, the City’s Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) included funds to resurface 18 streets and to reconstruct major
portions of El Centro Avenue; completion of portions of the River Trail
from Lincoln to Trancas and from Kennedy Park along Streblow to Soscol
Avenue; a new signal at Lincoln and Solano; and nearly a million dollars
for sidewalk repairs citywide.

2003-04 capital improvements in the CDBG program included $225,000 for
sidewalk repair and handicapped access ramp instaltation in the fow
income Los Robles neighborhood to assist in neighborhood
improvement.

2003-04 CIP funding included of $83,000 for Old Sonoma Road area and
Redwood Road at Lynn Drive storm drain improvements; $124,000 to
construct a bicycle lane on the railroad fine from Lincoln Avenue to
Soscol; $35,000 for traffic calming and overltay on East Avenue; $80,000
for a traffic signal at Silverado Trail and Hagen Road; $40,000 to design
and implement a bikeway between Imola Avenue to Downtown; and
$60,000 to establish plan lines for several road connections called for in
the General Plan. Other CIP projects included $525,000 for annual street
resurfacing; $844,000 in sidewalk and handicap ramp improvements near
Phillips Elementary School, Downtown, Los Robles and other locations

- (This last tota! includes the CDBG funding for Los Robles).

In 2004-05, capitai improvements in the CDBG program included $259,891
for sidewalk, handicap access ramps and storm drain improvements in

the low income Los Robies neighborhood to assist in neighborhood
mprovement.

2004-05 CIP funded projects to assist in neighborhood improvements
included $4.4 million (in grants) for a commuter bike path along the
railroad iine from Soscol to Trancas; $120,000 in initial funding for a First
and Second Street undergrounding project (most funding to come in
subsequent years); $42,560 for sidewatks near Phillips School; $374,300
for phased sidewalk repairs and storm drainage in the Los Robles {(some
of which is CDBG funding} neighborhood; $2 million for First Street
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Bridge improvements; $25,000 for Redwood Road overlay work; $200,000
for a traffic signal at Jefferson at Old Sonoma Road.

In 2005-086, capital improvements in the CDBG program included
$235,000.00 for sidewalk repair and handicap access ramp instailation in
the low income Los Robles neighborhood to assist in neighborhood
improvement.

2005-06 CIP funded projects under construction to assist in
neighborhood improvements included: continued construction of the
commuter bike path begun in 04-05; $200,000 in sidewalk repairs
including those in residential neighborhoods such as St. Johns, $800,000
in annual resurfacing projects on various local residential streets; the
Soscol Avenue extension from La Homa to Big Ranch Extension paid for
by Big Ranch Road Fees; $275,000 for remodel of the Fuller Park
resrooms; and $500,000 for replacement of plastic water main distribution
system pipes throughout the city.

H-3.8 Parks and Recreation Element Update. When the Parks and Recreation Element is

next updated, revise to specifically target or establish a high priority for City Parks near higher
densily areas.

Responsibility:  Parks and Recreation Department

Financing: General Fund

Objectives: Assure adequate parks in higher densily areas

Time Frame: As appropriate when the Parks and Recreafion Elemnent is updated
Evaluation: Later time frame

H-3.T Retain Federaily Subsidized Affordable Units. The City shall assist in retention of
Federally subsidized affordable housing when feasible and necessary. This program addresses
lower income projects which have received federalfstate subsidies for construction but are at risk
of converting to market rate projects over the next few years because their financing is coming
due. Carefully review “Plans of Action” prepared for the Federal Department of Housing and
Urban Development by owners of existing subsidized projects. Should the owner opt out of the
subsidy program, inform tenants of any assistance that may be available to thern, and consider
means of acquiring or facilitating the acquisition of units threatened with conversion to market rate

Responsibility:  Housing Authority
Financing: HOME Acquisition Program, Redevelopment Acquisition Program, HOME and
, CDBG Rehabilitation Program, Federal HOME Loan Affordable Housing

Program, Low Income Housing Preservation Program, and other sources of
funds

Objectives: Conserve 75 units in Charter Oaks and 14 units in Creekside Park Apariments.
Time Frame: 1999-mid 20711

Evaluation: Completed. In 2000, Charter Oaks was conserved for very low and low
income households. The new owner purchased the property using
interim financing. The City made a commitment to loan a small amount of
funds, to be repaid in 2005, and more recently issued Revenue Bonds on
the project’s behalf to pay for the interim financing and for rehab costs.
The Revenue Bonds require continued affordability of the units.

In 2003, the Housing Authority was awarded 14 new Vouchers worth over
$110,000 annually to provide affordable rental assistance to the 14
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families residing at Creekside Park Apartments that were at risk of losing
their subsidized housing. All families continue to reside at Creekside
Park but can now aiso use the Voucher to move to other affordable
housing opportunities in the community if they so desire.

H-3.U Rental Acquisition and Maintenance. The City shall also acquire existing rental housing
to rehabilitate it and maintain it as affordable housing.

Responsibility:
Financing:

Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Housing Authority

HOME Acquisition Program, Redevelopment Acquisition Program, HOME and
CDBG Rehabilitation Program, Federal HOME Loan Affordable Housing

Program, Low Income Housing Preservation Program, and other sources of
funds

Acquire 75 units and maintain them as affordable

1999-mid 2006

Below Objectives. 41 units have been acquired for rehabilitation and
affordable rentals since 1939 including:

Oran Court (13 low income units),
Villa de Adobe on Clay Street (12 low income units},

1219 Jefferson Street (6 low income/disabled units) purchased and

rehabbed by the Housing Authority using CDBG and HOME funds then
purchased by Catholic Charities.

Catholic Charities also purchased an 8 unit rental for low income/disabled
at 1070-76 Imola Avenue.

Two privately owned rental units were remodeled in 2004-5 and rent
restrictions applied. [jw]

H-3.V Condominium Conversion Ordinance. The City shall revise the condominium
conversion ordinance to use a more realistic apartment vacancy rate based on an annual survey
of local apartment vacancies and continue to deny condominium conversion of multi family rental
units when the city wide vacancy factor is found to be less than 5%, defined as a “rental housing
shortage”. If the vacancy factor is 5% or greater, the city may allow conversion of a limited
number of rental units built that year to condominium units as defined in the ordinance

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Department, Planning GCommission
Staff time
Revise condominium conversion ordinance

Vacancy rate revisions part of the Zoning Ordinance update 2002; Other
revisions 2005

Completed. The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update adopted by
the Councit August 12, 2003 inciudes the revised vacancy rate as
described above. (Section 17.52.080) Other revisions to strengthen the
ordinance were adopted June, 2005, including a cap on the number of
units that can be converted on an annual basis, increased relocation
assistance for displaced renters, increase of the vacancy rate before
apartments can be converted to 5%, and application of the the City’s 10%

affordable inclusionary requirement to an approved condominium
conversion project.

H-3.W Permits for Rental Conversions. To the extent consistent with State law the City shall,
in its zoning ordinance update, require use permit for conversions of rental housing to other uses.
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Responsibility:  Planning Depariment, Planning Commission
Financing: Staff time ‘
Objectives: Revise zoning ordinance

Time Frame: Part of the Zoning Ordinance update 2002

Evaluation: Completed. The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update adopted
August, 2003 incorporates a Use Permit for conversion of rental housing
to nonresidential uses. (Section 17.52.100)

H-3.X Mitigation Fees for Loss of Units. The City will add a mitigation fee for loss or
conversion of rental units to uses in addition to condominiums. Reasonable mitigation should be
consistent with Federal Relocation Laws.

Responsibifity:  Planning Department, Cily Attorney

Financing: Staff time

Objectives: Revise Inclusionary Ordinance (or develop other ordinance} fo require fee for
foss of units

Time Frame: 2003

Evaluation: Completed. The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update adopted
August, 2003, requires those converting or demolishing rental units to
non residential uses to pay Housing Impact Fees for the space
converted/lost. In addition, when vacancy rates are less than 3%,
conversion requires additionat mitigation {fees or equivalent) as
negotiated with the Housing Director,

- H-3.Y Rental Mediation. The City shall assist efforts to protect renters from unreasonable rental

increases through a process of conciliation, mediation and fact-finding consistent with the current
City Charter.

Responsibility:  City Manager's Office

Financing: Staff time; mediafion services
Objectives: Put in place a program for rent mediation.
Time Frame: Adopf ordinance by 2001.

Evaluation: The City Manager’s Office developed a draft rental mediation program in
2000 for review by the City Councii. The Council decided not to adopt a
new ordinance at that time, preferring to rely on voluntary mediation
programs already in place.
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Goal 4: Housing for Our Special Needs

H-4.A Emergency Shelters. The City shall continue to assist in funding existing NCCEO,
NEWS and winter shelter operations, and assist acquisition of existing facilities that can be
converted to expand Emergency Shelters for Homeless Families and single persons with special
needs. There is a critical need for a permanent emergency sheiter for single men and women.
The current facility is leased space not adequate for a shelter and subject to closure. Likewise,

the existing batiered women’s shelter cannot accommodate all domestic violence victims in need
of shelter.

Responsibility:  Housing Authority, City Manager, Parks and Recreation Department (CDBG
Grants and Project Manager}

Financing: CDBG, Continuum of Care, Domestic Violence Acquisition Program, and other
state and federal funds.
Objectives: Expand existing shelters including acquisition of site and construction of

permanent shelter. (CDBG monies): 5 year goal is permanent emergency
shelters for 35 single men, 20 women and 20 families.
Time Frame: 2003 :

Evaluation: Met major objective of constructing a new permanent shelter for 59 men
and women. In January, 2005 the County of Napa Board of Supervisors
approved a permanent homeless shelter for men and women located on
the Gasser property adjacent to Fire Station #4. The Housing Authority is
contributing $500,000 towards this shelter project. The shelter was
completed in 2006 and replaced the temporary 48 bed shelter across from
the County Administration Building. The existing Samaritan family
shelter, which houses up to 7 families at a time, continues to operate with
assistance. The Napa Emergency Women’s Shelter has space for up to 5
families. There are no current plans to expand either of these facilities.
Additionally, the City through its CDBG-funded CIP Program for non-
profit facilities continues to provide funding to upgrade housing facilities
for Special Need populations in the City. -

H-4.B Permanent Supportive Housing. As recommended in the Continuum of Care Strategy,

the City shall support development of a Permanent Supportive Housing for Homeless for Persons
with Disabilities Project.

Responsibility:  Housing Authority in coordination with non-profits

Funding:* Continuum of Care federal funds with local match

Objectives: Provide 8 bed permanent facility

Timing: 2003

Evaluation: Met Objective. Catholic Charities received funds to purchase a facility for

permanent housing for 8 disabled low income persons in 2002 located at
1046 Bella Drive.

H-4.C Support Services. The City shall continue to promote, support and implement additional
support facififies and services to homeless persons and non-homeless persons with special
needs. A major intent is {o reduce barriers that hinder their ability to obtain and retain housing.

Responsibility:  Housing Authority in coordination with Napa Valley Non-Profit Coalition of
Agencies

Financing: CDBG, Section 811 Supportive housing for Persons with Disabilities,
Emergency Shefter Grants fo improve services of existing shelfers and expand
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Objective:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

capacily for services; Housing Opportunities for persons With AIDS for
supportive services

Provide additional support facilities and services

Day Services Center for Homeless by 2001; Other services ongoing contingent
on funding

Met Objective. The Hope Resource Center, a day services center for
homeless located in the Methodist Church downtown, was approved

August, 2000 and completed and operatsonal by July, 2001. It continued
its services in 2006.

H-4.D Rental Assistance for Special Needs. The City shall provide Increased Rental
Assistance for Homeless Persons and Persons with Special Needs. The Housing Authority
currently operates a Transitional Housing Program that coordinates the provision of 25 Vouchers
with supportive services provided by the Napa Valley Shelier Project and Napa Emergency
Women's Shelier for battered women and their families and homeless families.

Responsibility:

Financing:
Ohbjectives:
Time Frame:

Evaiuation:

Housing Authorify, Cily Manager, Parks and Recreation Department (CDBG
Grants and Project Manager)

CDBG, Section 8 and other Federal funds

50 additional Rental Assistance Vouchers (5 year goal)

Ongoing

Nearly Met Objectives. From 2001-2006, the City obtained 47 added rental
assistance vouchers, however, funding programs are not ongoing, and
with the loss of the initial Shelter Plus Care Vouchers, the current total
addition is 37-38. In January, 2003, the City received 30 additional
Mainstream Vouchers to assist persons with disabilities who are working

with supportive services agencies. This funding is due to expire in
December 2007.

In January, 2001, the City received “Shelter Ptus Care” Vouchers to assist
9 additional renters. This grant expired in 2005 and was not renewed.

Under the Continuum of Care in April 2003, the Housing Authority applied
for a new Shelter Plus Care Grant. The Housing Authority was awarded a
grant adequate to serve 6 persons with disabilities.

Under the Continuum of Care in Apri} 2006, the Housing Authority applied
for a new Shelter Plus Care Grant. This grant, just received will assist 1
to 2 persons with disabilities.

H-4.E Capital Improvements for Non-Profit Facilities. The City shall continue to support
rehabilitation of non-profit facilities per the CDBG Consolidated Plan.

Responsibifity:

Funding:
Objectives:

Timing:

Evaluation:

Housing Authority; Parks and Recreation (CDBG Program Administrator)
CDBG annual allocations

Provide funds to assist in maintenance of non-profit facilities serving low
income and special needs groups.
Annual CDBG allocations.

Ongoing. In FY 2002-03, the City funded $180,617 in CDBG funds for
facility improvements to 10 non-profit facilities that provide services to
Napa’s most needy residents. In FY 2003-04, funds in the amount of
$183,375 were provided to cover improvements to 10 additional non-profit
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facilities. In FY 2004-05, funds in the amount of $104,900 were provided
to repair 7 non-profit facilities. The City invested approximately $227,0600
in CDBG funds for the rehabilitation of 11 non profit facilities in 2005-06.
Additionally, $90,000 was spent to improve the Senior Center on
Jefferson Street. {jw, aw]

H-4.F Encourage New SR(’s. The SRO Ordinance shall be amended as part of the zoning
ordinance update to expand the types of SRO development that may be permitted (e.g., not
strictly very low and low income). In addition, consider zoning provisions to encourage SRO’s and
“studio apartments” through the use of density bonus provisions, or other provisions that may
equate SRO units or studio apartiments on a 2 to 1 basis with 2 bedroom apartments, and review
of parking, development and management standards.

Responsibility:  Planning Department, Cily Afforney

Financing: Staff time

Objectives: Revise SRO Ordinance; 20 units

Time Frame: Ordinance revision as part of Zoning Ordinance Updafe 2002; units by 2006

Evaluation: Partly Completed. The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update
adopted August, 2003, includes revisions to the SRO ordinance
expanding the types of SRO’s conditionally permitted. It also includes
provisions to equate small SRO units on a 2:1 basis with larger units.
However, there have been no appllcatlons for new SRO’s. The Brown
Street 8 resident SRO received renewed HUD funding in 2005 and the
rental rate restrictions are in effect until at least 2025.

H-4.G Rehabilitate Existing Facilities for SRO’s. The City shall support efforts to rehabilitate
existing facilities to provide SRO housing for special needs groups. There is a lack of SRO units
in the City for individuals with service needs related to mental iliness, alcohol and drug abuse,
AIDS and other related diseases and disabilities.

Responsibility:  Housing Authority working with County social service and Mental Health

Agency
Financing: CDBG and HOME Rehabilitation Programs and other federal funds.
Objective: Rehabilitate 37 units of housing to SRO units

Time Frame: 1999-mid 2006

Evaluation: Objective not met; no applications.

H-4.H Include Transitional Housing. The City Housing Authorily shall, as a priority and as
feasible, set aside 10% of new very low and low income rental units developed under program H-

2.F for transitional housing for special needs groups.

Responsibility: See H-2.F

Financing: See H-2.F :

Objectives: 24 units (of the 236 units) provided for fransitional housing for special needs
groups

Financing: See H-2.F

Evaluation: To date, 4 units are reserved for transitional housing in Whistlestop
Apartments, completed in 2000. The Gasser Master Plan zoning approved
in 2006 incorporates a site for a 24 unit transitional housing development.
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H-4.I Group Residential Amendment. The zoning ordinance update shall be amended to

permit group residential in appropriate zoning designations per the City’s General Plan and review
parking standards and other requirements for these uses.

Responsibility:  Planning Department, Planning Commission
Financing: Staff time

Objectives: Revise ordinance

Time Frame: Part of the Zoning Ordinance update 2002

Evaluation: Completed. The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update adopted
August, 2003, has incorporated the “group residential” term and allows
such housing per the City’s General Plan.

H-4.J Special Residential. The City shalt continue to allow, by use permit densities up to 60
units/acre on sites designated Multi-Family Residential using the “Special Residential” density

bonus policy for low and moderate income elderly/disabled, but revise and tighten this policy to
encourage greater affordability.

Responsibility:  Housing Authority, City Atforney and Planning Department

Financing: Staff time, density bonus, Section 202 Program, Low Income Housing Tax
Credit
Objectives: Provide 310 units of housing for very low or low-income elderly and/or disabled

(The Vintage, The Reserve and Jefferson Sireet) through use of policy; Amend
Special Residential policy

Time Frame: 1999-mid 2006 for construction. Amendment of policy by 2002 with Zoning
Ordinance update

Evaluation: Met Objectives. The three senior ow and very low income projects
totaling 310 units have noted above are completed or are currently under
construction. They include the Jefferson Street Apartments (78 units);
The Reserve (115 units) and The Vintage (117 units).

In addition, the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update adopted
August, 2003 revised the “special residential” provisions into the new
density bonus section for consistency with State law. (Section 17.52.130)

H-4.K Coordination with County on Farmworker Housing. The City shall continue to evaluate
and propose joint City and County measures o address the housing needs of farmworkers
through the Napa County Farmworker Oversight Committee. Seasonal farmworker housing is
typically located in vineyard areas while the City’s has been a source of permanent rentat housing.
Assist farm workers in finding available housing by distributing bilingual information and working
with existing non-profit agencies, such as Napa Valley Community Housing and Cafifornia Human
Development Corporation that provide services and housing for farm workers.

Responsibility: ~ Housing Authority

Financing: Siaff time

Objectives: Promole access o new permanent housing in the City and work with Oversight
Committee and non-profit agencies

Time Frame: Ongoing

Evaluation: Ongoing. The City continues to participate in the Countywide

Farmworker Oversight Committee. A new 60 person facility in the St.
Helena Area has been completed. In addition, the Housing Authority
required provision of necessary housing for ait farmworker employees
required to develop and operate the vineyard acres and the winery
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operations at the 900+ acre Stanly Ranch (in City limits) as part of a
vineyard expansion use permit {approved 12/00—00-166 UP). 14 units in
the recently constructed Magnolia Apartments are reserved for
permanent farmworker families living and working in Napa County. In
2006, Through the Countywide Farmworker Oversight Commitiee, the
City participated with the Napa Valley Housing Authority in completing
the rehabilitation of two of its oldest migrant sites: Calistoga and
Mondavi farmworkers centers serving 120 farmworkers.

Goal 5: A'Strong Sense of Community and Responsibility

H-5.A Zoning Revisions. Zoning ordinance revisions to be accomplished (many of which have
been noted in eardier sections)include:

a. Immediately rezone all sites designated “Multi Famnily Residential” in the General Plan to a
consistent “Multi Family Residential” zoning district. (See proposed revisions, APPENDIX
A).
. b, Immediately eliminate Use Permit requirements for multi family projects in Multi Famity

Residential zones but provide that Design Review Permits for multi-family projects over 10
units will go to the Council. {See proposed revisions, APPENDIX A).

C. Continue to allow the renting of rooms to 1 or 2 persons as an accessory use but eliminate
parking requirements for that accessory use.

d.  Revise density bonus provisions in Chapler 17.84 to apply to certain types of workforce
housing, duplexes and friplexes, potentially studio units, and to specify the density bonus
amount for certain multi family projects.

e.  Provide for an Affordable Housing Overiay Zone.

f. Review and revise Home Ocecupation ordinance.

g. Review and potentially revise height bonus provisions for the Downtown.

h.  Provide for "group residential” or similar category as a conditional use in compatible Zoning
districts.

i. Revise SRO ordinance to provide grealer application and review/revise standards.
i- Revise Sp'ecial Residential policy to tighten affordability requirements.

k. Eliminate Use Permit requirements for second units that meet adopted standards. Second
units would require an administrative review with neighbor and Planning Commission notice.
if there is no objection by neighbors or the Planning Commission, the project would be
approved. Otherwise, the item could be appealed during a 10 day appeal period (at no
cost) and would be reviewed by the Planning Commission.

N Add Use Permit for conversion of rental housing to other uses’ as permitted by law.
m.  Parking Standards: Review and analyze all residential parking standards and consider
possible reductions to reflect current needs and mitigate identified constraints to housing.

Examples of “best practices” to be considered include, but are not limited to allowing the
potential for landscape parking reserves that can be designated for parking if needed in the
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future, but in the interim, can be used for landscaping, a tot lot or garden; reduced parking
requirernents in multi family locations near transit and services; shared parking standards
for residential mixed use; and increased use of compact spaces.

n. Review zoning ordinance for provisions that would enhance fair housing.

Responsibility:  Planning Department, City Attorney
Financing: Staff time

Objectives: Revise Zoning Ordinance

Time Frame: 2002 as pari of Zoning Ordinance Update

Evaluation: Completed. items a. and b. were completed with the adoption of the
Housing Element. The remaining items, which summarize the zoning
changes needed from various other Housing programs, have been
incorporated into the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update adopted
August, 2003:

For item c, room rentals, see Section 17.08.020C. This section was
amended to allow room rentals in single family homes without added
parking.

For item d, density bonuses, see Section 17.52.130 and earlier
discussion under H-1.0 and 1.E. Section 17.52.130E addresses
density bonuses for affordable duplexes and triplexes.

For item e, Affordable Housing Overlay Zone, see Chapter 17.36 and
earlier discussion under H-2.L.

For item f, Home Occupation Ordinance, see Chapter 17.52,240 and
earlier discussion under H-1.H, _

For item g, height bonuses, see Section 17.52.210 and earlier
discussion under H-2 A

For item h, “group residential”, see 17.08.020A and earlier discussion

- under H-4.L.

For item i, SRO’s, see 17.52.460 and earlier discussion under H-4.F.
For item J, Special Residential policy, see 17.52.130 and earlier
discussion under H-4.J.

For item k, second units, see 17.52.020C and earlier discussion under
H-3.G.

For item I, conversion of residential, see 17.52.100 and earlier
discussion under H-3.W and 3.X.

For item m, parking. See Chapter 17.54 and 17.48.060.C. Special
parking reserves are now permitted under 17.54.090. Parking
standards for multi family along crucial corridors (:Tl Traffic Impact
Overlay Zone) have been reduced; the prior ordinance mandated a
20% increase in parking on major traffic corridors. Shared Parking for
residential mixed use is permitted under 17.54.080B. Increased use of
compact parking spaces has been permitted in 17.54.100; previously
30% compact spaces were permitted only for residential guest
spaces; now 30% compact spaces may be provided for the residential
uses as well.

For item n, the City Attorney’s office reviewed the ordinance to assure
that the ordinance is consistent with fair housing law.

H-5.B Priority Processing. The City shall adopt Policy, applicable to all departments, giving
priority both before and after discretionary approvals to 100% affordable projects, or projects
meeting inclusionary requirements onsite over other applications received earlier and potentially,
over City projects not involving immediate health or safety matters.
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Responsibility:  City Manager's Office, Interdepartmental

Financing: Staff time

Objectives: Develop policy for project processing during and after approvals
Time Frame: 2002

Evaluation: Formal inter-departmental policy is not yet adopted. However, the
Maximus “Assessment of the Development Review Process”, completed
and endorsed by Council in December, 2002, cailed for improving and
expediting review of ALL development applications from their inception
and approval through to construction. Increases in building permit fees
funded a new building staff person to improve review times for building
permits. Planning, Building, Engineering and Code Enforcement Services
were reorganized into a Community Development Department. A new
project and building permit tracking system is expected {o make the
process more transparent; the permit tracking system “Trakit” went
online in September 2005.

H-5.D Fee Review. The City shall conduct a review of fees for affordable housing or other types
of housing that meet certain goals, and revise fee structures to defer, shift and/or reduce fees
where possible for affordable housing projects, and urge adjacent public services providers to do
the same. The fee review shall specifically consider reductions based on unit size and increased
flexibility in park fees, and deferrals until project occupancy.

Responsibility:  City Manager’s Office, Cily Afforney, Interdepartmental,
Financing: Staff time

Objectives: Fees Report

Time Frame: 2002

Evaluation: Completed January, 2003. Fee Report by City Manager's Office.

H-5.E Equal Housing Programs. The City will continue to assist funding of equal housing
programs operated by NCRIMS or other agencies. NCRIMS develops analyses of impediments
to fair housing, disperses information on fair housing laws in English and Spanish one on one with
clients; during at leasi 12 annual outreach presentations to school, non profit agencies, tenant
organizations, real estate organizations, property owner organizations, etc.; upon request in the
NCRIMS office and at other non-profit agency offices. NCRIMS refers tenant compiaints on
discrimination, conducts rent mediation, and acts as a counseling organization that assists
tenants, landlords, property owners and real estate professionals in reaching voluntary
congciliation. If mediation fails and enforcement is necessary, NCRIMS helps tenants fill out official
complaint forms which are then investigated and enforced by the State Department of Fair
Employment and Housing or HUD, depending on the nature of the compfaint.

Responsibility: ~ Napa Counlty Rental information and Mediation Services (NCRIMS) or
potentially other agencies

Financing: CDBG

Objectives: Ongoing

Time Frame: Continuous

Evaluation: During 2002, the City undertook a programmatic evaluation of NCRIMS

that resuited in a determination to not renew the contract for the next
fiscal year. The City worked with the Nationa! Fair Housing Alliance to
establish a new non-profit agency, Fair Housing Napa Valley, that is
providing a higher level of fair housing education, outreach, mediation,
and enforcement services consistent with HUD regulations. Fair Housing
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Napa Valley is currently providing 36 fair housing workshops as part of
the scope of work for a third HUD Fair Housing Initiatives Education and
Outreach grant. Fair Housing Napa Valley has submitted a Draft Analysis
of Impediments to Fair Housing to the City, and is currently working with
the City to refine recommendations for the City to implement appropriate

policies and actions to remove barriers identified in the analysis in the
City of Napa.

H-5.F Database and Monitoring Improvements. The City Plannhing Department shall upgrade

land use and other planning-related databases and integrate this information into the City’s GIS
system in order to be able to:

a. Provide better identification of the changing needs of the population needing housing;

b. Menitor housing development and needs achievements on an ongoing, rather than a
periodic basis,

C. Monitor the supply of vacant and underutilized land {residential and non-residential) on an
ongoing, rather than a periodic basis;

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objeclives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Department
General Fund

Update database and incorporate into GIS system
2001-2002.

The City Planning Division’s budget for 2003/04 provided funds for
database update and standardization, a first step to improving the city’s
GIS database and development of a permit tracking system which would
eventually allow ongoing monitoring of the supply of vacant and
underutilized lands. The database update phase was completed and
incorporated into the permit tracking system in 2005. Monitoring of
vacant and underutilized residential and nonresidential sites continues to
be reviewed on a periodic basis as specific needs arise; there has hbeen
no City GIS staff to monitor vacant/funderutilized sites or housing
development on a routine basis.

H-5.G Housing Element Review. Prior to budget decisions, the City shall annually review and
evaluate the effectiveness of the policies and programs identified in the Housing Element.

Responsibifity:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Planning Department

Staff time

Monitor Housing Element effectiveness
Prior to budget decisions

This is the fifth annual evaluation of the Housing Element programs that
implement policies of the Housing Element. The time frame for this
Housing Element was initially to mid 2006 and was extended to mid 2007,
thus most programs have either been completed or progress has been
made in their implementation, despite ongoing limited budget and
staffing. During 0507, the budget decision was to minimize added new
projects and to retain staff to continue existing programs.

A similar tight budget situation exists in 07-09. - However, staff and limited
professional services funding for the next state-mandated Housing
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Element update {due by July 1, 2009} is proposed by the Community
Drevelopment Department to be inciuded within this next budget period.

H-5.H Legislation. The City shall support, through lefters, contacts with legislators or other
means, allowing existing rehabilitated housing fo qualify as a “reporiable unit”, and to devise a
system for realistically counting actual living units in affordable group fiving projects. The City
shall also support future legislation to reduce townhome construction liability problems.

Responsibility:  Housing Authority

Financing: Staff time

Objectives: Ongoing

Time Frame: Met through existing agreements; ongoing

Evaluation: While legislation passed {AB 1866) in 2002 to among other things slightly

amend sections of state housing law allowing existing rehabilitated
housing to qualify as a “reportable unit”, restrictions are still extremely
tight and would not normally apply. Other legisiation remains needed.
City and County representatives have brought the concerns noted above
to state legislators.

Iinterestingly, in the past 2-3 years, the market has overcome the
townhome/construction liability problem and the City is receiving
numerous applications for new townhome condominium projects.

H-5.1 Affordable Housing Transfer Agreement. Continue 1o pariicipate in Affordable Housing
Transfer Agreements with the County of Napa.

Responsibility:  Housing Authorify

Financing: Staff time

Objectives: Permit up to 15% (or 102 unifs) of Napa County very low and low income “fair
share” needs to be met in the Cities of Napa and American Canyon.

Time Frame: Met through existing agreemenis; ongoing

Evaluation: As noted above and in the Housing Element Background, 15% of Napa

County’s very low and low income “fair share” needs were met in the City
of Napa for the 1999-2006 time frame in accordance with State
Government Code Section 65584.6.

More significantly, a housing sharing agreement between the City and
County was approved in October, 2003. This agreement resulted in the
City amending its Housing Element in February 2005 to maintain
adequate sites for 664 County units: 130 above moderate income units
and 534 housing units affordable to very low, low and moderate income
households. The agreement provides how the County has been and will
be credited for these added units.

H-5.J City/County Advisory Housing Commission. The City shall take a leadership role in
exploring a city/county advisory housing commission to improve coordination between existing city
and county organizations on housing issues; such as Affordable Housing Transfer Agreements,
housing needs of farmworkers and other city/county issues.

Responsibility:  City Manager’s Office, Housing Authority
Financing: General Fund

Objeclives: Improve coordination on city/county housing issues
Time Frame: Establish by 2002
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Evaluation:

A cooperative countywide housing and land use planning effort through
the Napa County League of Governments {NCLOG) ook the place of a
City/County Advisory Housing Commission.

NCLOG, which is comprised of staff and legisiative representatives from
all Napa County cities and the County, met regularly during 2002-03 fo
forge a Countywide Development Strategy. Principles for the future were
agreed to in 2002, In October 2003, after intense negotiaticns between
the County of Napa and City of Napa; and the County and City of
American Canyon, historic agreements were developed and unanimously
adopted by the two Councils and the Board of Supervisors to shift
regional housing needs assigned to the County to the two cities in
exchange for revenue sharing and other measures. The intent of these
agreements has been to preserve the County’s agricultural fands and to
continue to promote city-centered development.

NCLOG is also working on other land use issues of countywide concern,
including a Countywide Visitor Serving Strategy.

H-5.K Heousing Committee and Community Coalitions. The City shall appoint an ongoing
Housing Commitiee with the following charges: to assist implementation of Housing Element
Programs; monitor imptementation progress and make sure that implementation measures
continue to relate to the changing needs of the community; and periodically report to the City
Council on the above. To transition to the new group, a majority of initial Committee members
would be appointed from the Housing Element Steering Committee. The City shall also
encourage community group/coatition efforts to provide ongoing support and advocacy for
affordable projects at meetings, and promote affordable housing implementing actions.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Housing Authority and Planning Department

Added staif resources (H-5.M Housing Strategist Position)
Ongoing

Ongoing

A City Housing Advisory Committee was appointed by the City Council in
December, 2001. The Housing Advisory Committee met quarterly during
2002 to discuss housing funding, the affordable housing overlay zone
and other matiers. However, members were concerned about restrictions
placed upon standing City committees and in January, 2003, the Housing
Committee members unanimously agreed to dissolve in order to
restructure themselves as a private community advocacy group. Group
members continue to monitor Housing Element implementation and have
been community advocates for several important housing projects and

other related issues such as development of the :AH Affordable Housing
Overlay District.

H-5.L. Outreach Efforts. The City shall increase outreach and educationa! efforts by:

a. Having staff available to organize or provide neighborhood and community outreach about
affordable housing, design and density, tours of affordable housing developments, tenant
and landiord issues, special needs housing, fair housing and refated issues.

b. Having staff and community members available at the County Fair or other major events to

provide materials related to affordable housing developments in Napa, current housing
issues and similar. -
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C. Developing and providing a brochure(s) or flyers relafing to current funding programs;
housing element and zoning programs and incentives available for affordable housing;
affordable housing projects, design and density, and housing site information, and
disseminating such information with water bills, or the Community Resources Department
newsletter, at meetings with developers, at City Hall and the library.

d.  Continuing to make information available lo residents regarding home rehabifitation
programs through Community Resources Newsletter and water bills and newpaper ads.

e.  Staff work to recruit and retain landlords for Section 8 Programs.

Responsibility:
Financing:
Objectives:
Time Frame:

Evaluation:

Housing Authority, Planning Department

Staff time and materials.

General education and outreach

Development of fliers/brochures—ongoing; meelings—ongoing; fairs—
ongeing.

2002-03, staff provided numerous flyers and brochures, and information
in the Community Resources Newsletter on housing projects and
programs; met with the Board of Realtors and held “Orientation
Meetings” with the community as new affordable housing units become
available; provided funding assistance tg a Catholic Charities
tenant/landlord counselor; and taught Disabled Adult Care classes at
Napa Valley College to inform family members how to obtain housing and
support services for disabled adults.

in 2004, 2005 and 2006, the City participated with Napa County in
celebrating Affordable Housing Week. In 2005, as a part of Affordable
Housing week, work began on the formation of a new Local Trust Fund
for businesses working with the Community Foundation. During a
luncheon each year, Housing Hero awards are presented to entities who
had worked to further affordable housing efforts. In 2004, awards went to
the cities of Napa, American Canyon and the County of Napa for their
efforts in meeting the State Housing Element requirements. In 2005, the
award went to the Vininer’s Association. In 2006 the award went to Sue
Dee Shenk, Director of Napa Valley Community Housing. In addition, the
local public access television station, Channel 28 — Napa TV - has
partnered with the City of Napa to provide promotional information about
non-profit agencies throughout Napa County and their efforts to enhance
the lives of low-income residents. In 2006, information was placed in the
Community Resources Newsletier on avaiiability of certain housing
programs.

H-5.M Housing Strategist Position. The Cily shall fund a posilion lo facilitate affordable
housing projects and implementation of Housing Element programs. This position would be
responsible for educational efforts relating to all facets of housing and affordable housing;
explaining and educating about specific proposed projects to neighborhood groups; writing grants
for housing projects; housing sites analyses; identifying and promoting available incentives and
inducements for affordable housing to private developers; monitoring, and generally assisting in
the coordination and implementation of affordable housing programs.

Responsibility:

Financing:

City Manager, Housing Authority
Inclusionary Housing Fund, City general fund
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Objeclives: Improve implementation of Housing Element
Time Frame: 2002

Evaluation: Completed. The Housing Authority, after an evaluation of staffing needs,

proposed a new Housing Technician position in the 2003-04 budget to
assist existing staff in monitoring affordable housing agreements;
provide increased outreach and to assist with numerous other activities
to improve Housing Element implementation. That staff person was
hired July 16, 2003.

H-5.N Local Revenue Sources. . The City Manager and staff will review financing options {a)
through (e} below and any other financing sources in order to develop a financial strategy that will
provide an ongoing local funding source for a City Housing Investment Fund.

ooo®

=

Existing local revenue sources:

Increases in Redevelopment Agency Housing Set Aside funds.
Reprioritizing CDBG Community Development funds.
Increases in TOT-generated general funds.

Taxes: A 1/4 cent increase in the local sales tax and/or increases in the TOT (hotel) tax,
implementation of a Real Estate Transfer Tax, or other taxes for the express purpose of
supporting affordable housing, with the assistance of a Funding Committee. Such tax
increases would require a 2/3 vote of the people.” ' )

Redeve!dpment Agency: Possible formation of a new Redevelopment Agency Project Area
with a major portion of any additional tax increment funds going to funding affordable
housing projects.

Other: Encourage employers to be active in finding solutions to housing. An example
proposal of the latier ~ New and existing private and public employers would pay an
affordable housing tax for each employee eaming below moderate (120% of median)
wages. A sliding scale, varying inversely with wage level, would set the amount of the fax.
The employer would pay the tax, through the existing business tax mechanism, to a fund
dedicated to subsidizing affordable housing for low income workers in Napa. If the
employee lived inside Napa, the tax would be 50% lower than the tax paid for a similar
employee living outside of Napa. '

Responsibility:  City Manager’s Office; Finance Director

Financing: As described

Objectives: Provide package of options for Council review; provide revenues

Time Frames:  June, 2002, with substantial implementation of any new fees, laxes or special

districts fo raise revenues by 2003.

Evaluation: In August, 2002, the City Manager and Finance Director presented

potential funding enhancement ideas for affordable housing, streets and
sidewalk repair, and policeffire protection. Seven different options were
presented, including programs specifically targeted at providing
additional revenues for affordable housing. The Council decided at that
time to not pursue any of the recommended options and directed staff to
keep looking at additional options. However, this report also identified
how the City has provided substantial fee reductions and fee deferrals for
affordable projects.

H-5.0 Use of Funds. The City shall continue to utilize existing inclusionary fees, Local Housing
Trust Fund fees, Redevelopment monies and other sources such as local revenue bends, and
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continue to apply for State and Federal funds to be used for the development of housing
affordable to very low, low and moderate income households, special needs housing and support
services, first time homebuyer programs, retention of existing subsidized units as affordable,
assisting very low and low income renters, rehabilitation of existing very low and fow income units.

Responsibility:  City Housing Authority, Redevelopment Agency

Financing: Local, State and Federal sources including HOME funds, Mortgage Credit
Cerlificate allocations, Low Income Housing Tax Credits, elc.

Objectives: Implementation of Housing Programs

Time Frame: Ongoing

Evaluation: The City Housing Authority continues to utilize numerous local, state and

federal sources including all of the sources noted above. In the
November, 2002 election, a major bond initiative (Proposition 46) was
passed by State voters to provide additional funds for Housing Projects.
This bond measure provided a new source of funds for new local projects
in the future, although the increase is far less than originally anticipated
due to state budget cutbacks. In addition, as city building permit rates
were more than 110% of the prior three years, the City qualified in 2003 to
apply for Jobs/Housing Balance Incentive grants and was awarded
$169,000 in early 2005. In 2006, the City received a second
Jobs/Housing Balance grant in the amount of $18,000.

The Jobs/Housing Balance Incentive program is difficult to obtain as one
criterion for funding specifies that the units have to have permits
puliedicompleted in the same calendar year in which the unit(s) received
approval, which is rare. It is unusual for larger projects to receive
approval, ine up funding and prepare improvement plans, and pull
permits within the same calendar year; typically they are multi year
projects. In addition, if a project receives approval late in the year, there

may be only a few weeks to be under construction which is virtually
impossible.

H-5.P Maximize Rental Subsidies. The City shall continue to utilize to the fullest extent
possible, available Federai subsidies to residents through the Section 8 or subsequent rental
assistance program. The Housing Authority will provide information to residents on the use of any
new housing assistance programs which become available.

Responsibility:  Housing Authority, Redevelopment Agency

Financing: Section 8 Family Self Sufficiency Program; Section 8 Voucher Program,
Objectives: 150 Additional Section 8 Vouchers for very fow and low income remter family

households and 37 additional Section 8 Vouchers/Choice Program for very low
and low income elderly renters.
Time Frame: 1899-mid 2006

Evaluation: Below Objectives. Federal Housing Voucher programs are continually
changing. The City has received no new Section 8 Vouchers since 2000. The Housing
Authority currently has 1,178 regular Housing Choice Vouchers for very low income and
low income renter family households, including elderly households in the City of Napa, the
same number as were available in 1999. Funding to the Housing Choice Voucher Program

has been cut at a federal level and no new Vouchers have been forthcoming from Housing
and Urban Development.



H-5.Q Public/Private Partnerships. The City shall encourage increased use of private
resources to help meet identified housing needs.

a.  Encourage partnerships with local banks, making use of their Community Reinvestment Act
requirements;

b.  Continue with “Silent Second” and “Sweat Equity” programs, reducing not only the down
payment but also the cost of the house and relaxing the lending criteria of lenders.

Responsibifity:  Housing Authorily

Financing: Private sources :
Objectives Increase coordination of private resources to achieve housing element goals
Time Frame: Ongoing

Evaluation: The Housing Authority worked in partnership with private developers of

both The Vintage and The Reserve to assure affordability of those senior
projects. In addition, the City often lobbies major banks for use of
“Affordable Housing Program” reinvestment funds. Such funds were
also utilized for the Jefferson Street senior project.

H-5.R Added Council Review. Evaluate the impacts of Council review of design review permits
for apartments larger than 10 units to delermine whether such review is acting as a constraint to
the development of muiti family housing.

Responsibility:  Planning Department

Financing: Staff Time ,
Objectives: Review impacts of Council review of larger apartments

Time Frame January, 2004

Evaluation: Staff reviewed 10 apartment projects greater than 10 units in size that
were submitted and approved since 2000. 6 of the 10 projects involved
rezonings that require review by the Council regardiess of the design
review permit thus there was no added time due to Council design review
as the project permits were handled concurrently.

The four remaining projects were approved by Council within two weeks
to a month of Commission review. If this hadn’t been the standard
practice, one of these would likely have been appealed to Council. Al
projects were approved. From the evidence to date, Council design
review of larger apartments does not appear to be a constraint to the
development of multi family housing.

* Hawthorne Apartments (200 units). This project involved a rezoning
and would have gone to Council regardless of design review. The
design of the apartments was not an issue but cumulative traffic in the
area was, The Planning Commission recommended approval April 19,
2001. Kt was reviewed by Council on June 5 and approved July 3 after
incorporating traffic mitigations.

= La Homa Village included a 24 unit apartment. This project invoived a
Planned Development rezoning and would have gornie to CC regardless
of design review. (Planned Development rezonings are often requested
by applicants of larger projects to allow flexibility in underlying zoning
standards) It was recommended by the Commission on March 7, 2002
and approved by Council April 2, 20602.

= Jefferson Street Apartments (78 senior low income units). This project
invoived a General Plan Amendment and rezoning from “Public/Quasi
Public” to “Multi Family Residential” and would have gone to the
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Sources:

Council regardless of design review requirements. It was
recommended by the Commission on March 15, 2001 and was approved
by the Council April 3, 2001.

* Montrachet Apartments {200 units) was part of a larger development
also invoiving single family attached homes. It included a Planned
Development rezoning to provide increased zoning standards flexibility,
and would have gone to the Council for approval regardless of design
review provisions. The entire project was recommended by the
Commission on December 6, 2001 and was approved by Council
January 8, 2002. The Planning Commission recommended and Council
required the Design Review of the apartments to go back to the
Planning Commission to respond to a Comnission concern with the
absence of detail on the elevations. The Planning Commission
reviewed and approved refined plans on June 6, 2002.

» Sheveland Apartments (119 units) was part of a larger planned
development also involving single family attached homes, included a
Planned Development rezoning and would have gone to the Council
regardless of design review. The entire project was recommended by
the Commission on July 10, 2002 and went to the Council on August 5.
Traffic and access concerns required an added traffic report that was
completed in September. The Council stated an intent to approve on
September 16; final resolutions were adopted Qctober 7, 2002.

* Pueblo Orchard (14 units} was a design review approval only. It was
recommended by the Planning Commission September 5 and approved
by the Council September 17, 2002.

® Lincoln Gardens (30 units) was recommended by the Commission April
18, 2002 and was approved by Council on May 21, 2002. Design was an
issue with nearby neighbors and i is likely the project would have been
appealed.

* Magnolia Park Apartments (29 units) inciuded a General Plan
Amendment from “Single Family Residential” to “Multi Family
Residential” and rezoning and would have gone to the Councit
regardless of design. It was recommended by the Commission August
21, 2003 with a condition that the project work on design concerns with
the neighborhood, which occurred during an early September meeting.
It was then approved by Council on September 23, 2003, (If the Council
had not been reviewing it, the Commission would have had the project
come back to them after the neighborhood meeting.)

* Sciambra Apartments (23 units) The Sciambra Apartments were part of
a Mixed Use project involving a bakery expansion. The project was
recommended by the Planning Commission in early October 2003 and
approved by the City Council within the same month.

= Hawthorne Village Il (44 units) This apartment was approved by the

Planning Commission September 15, 2006 and by the Council on
October 18, 2006.

City Housing Authority: Jenny Gomez, Joe Wiencek, Doris Smith, Andrea

Clark; Napa Emergency Women’s Sheiter, Shea Hunter; Fair Housing Napa
Valley; Kathryn Winter.

Planning Division files and information including Planning Staff
CIP and CDBG information: Mark Andrilla, Public Works and Mary Beth
Shulze, Community Resources Department
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